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ful and cannot be licensed does not prevent the collection of a privilege 
tax, as held in the principal case. Pervear v. Com., 5 Wall., 475 ; Young- 
blood v. Sexton, 32 Mich., 406. But the imposition of a privilege tax upon 
a business that is illegal does not operate to legalize the business. Blau- 
field v. The State, 103 Tenn., 593. And the mere payment of a United 
States internal revenue tax does not convey authority to carry on a busi- 
ness, prohibited by a state law. License Tax Cases, 5 Wall., 462; State 
v. Funk, 27 Minn., 312. Likewise, the payment of a tax on an article used 
in a prohibited business cannot render its use lawful. State v. Doon, 
1 R. M. Charlt. (Ga.), 1. 

Marriage — Annulment — Grounds.— Gondouin v. Gondouin, hi Pac., 
756 (Cal.). — Held, that a man who has been having illicit intercourse 
with a woman prior to his marriage with her cannot have the marriage 
annulled on the ground that it was brought about by the woman falsely 
representing that she was pregnant by him. 

The general American view is in accord with the case under considera- 
tion and will not allow fraud to vitiate a marriage unless it is such fraud 
as affects an essential element of the marriage relation. Crane v. Crane, 
62 N. J. Eq., 10; Franke v. Franke, 31 Pac, 571; Todd v. Todd, 149 Pa., 
00. The fraud was not held to be so affecting an essential relation when 
the plaintiff was induced to marry the defendant owing to false repre- 
sentations of pregnancy made by her, even though the marriage was never 
consummated by cohabitation ; Tait v. Tait y 23 N. Y. Supp., 591. Nor 
does it matter whether the representations of pregnancy are true or false; 
Hoffman v. Hoffman, 30 Pa. St., 417, nor whether the defendant was 
really pregnant by another man at the time of her marriage to a plain- 
tiff with whom she had also had illicit intercourse; Donnelley v. Strong, 
175 Mass., 517; Bartholomew v. Bartholomew, 14 Pa. County Ct., 230. 
The concealment of pregnancy at the time of the marriage, if such preg- 
nancy was caused by the husband is not sufficient to vitiate the bond. 
Creherne v. Creherne, 97 Mass., 330. The only leading case in opposition 
is Di Lorenzo v. Di Lorenzo, 174 N. Y., 46, but there the facts were 
extraordinary, for the defendant represented that she was pregnant by the 
plaintiff, her future husband, when she was in fact pregnant by another 
man, and the marriage was not performed until this child had been born, 
and the plaintiff afterwards discovered that the child so presented to him 
as his offspring was not even the child of the defendant, in fact, but 
that of another woman. 

Master and Servant — Assumption of Risk. — Perry-Matthews — 
Buskirk Stone Co. v. Bennett, 93 N. E., 238 (Ind.). — Held, that the 
risk is not assumed within the meaning of the rule that debars recovery 
when the injured party really knew there was some danger, unless the 
danger was appreciated. 

To charge a servant with an assumption of the risk of a danger it 
must be shown that such servant riot only knew of the defect, but also 
appreciated the danger therefrom. Avery v. Nordyke & Mormon Co., 34 



